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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The following is a non-final Office Action upon examination of application number 
09/710,01 1. Claims 1-43 are pending and have been examined on the merits discussed below. 

Response to Amendment 

2. Applicant's request for reconsideration of the finality of the rejection of the last Office 
action is persuasive and, therefore, the finality of that action is withdrawn. Specifically, 
Examiner is persuaded that the Zacharia reference does anticipate calculating a reputation of an 
entity as a rater of other entities. New rejections to the claims are below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-7, 11-17, 18-23, 27-36 and 40-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Zacharia et al 

As per claim 1, Zacharia et al teaches a method of determining a reputation of a first 
entity comprising acts of: (A) receiving a first rafing of the first entity by a second entity (p4 
column 1, lines 8-10); (B) accessing one or more rater reputations (p4, column 1 - for the ratee 
reputation to be determined, the reputation of the user giving the rating is taken into 
considerafion, see equation 1); and (C) generating a reputation of the first entity, comprising 
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combining the one or more rater reputations and the first rating (p4, column 1 - for the ratee 
reputation to be determined, the reputation of the user giving the rating is taken into 
consideration, see equation 1). Zacharia does not expUcitly teach determining a ratee reputation, 
wherein the reputation of an entity as a rater of others is determined. Official notice is taken that 
it is old and well known to take into account the reputation of a person as a rater of others when 
evaluating someone's reputation or rating. For instance, in schools, many teachers have 
reputations as being "hard graders", therefore many view grades given by those teaches 
differently. A "C" given by a teacher with a reputation of being a "hard grader" will be thought 
of as a "B", etc. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made, given the reputation calculations by Zacharia, to include the ratings of 
others when calculating a reputation. Those who rate other people unfairly, or inconsistently 
would receive lower reputations and their ratings would not weigh as heavily on the resulting 
rating or grade, thereby resulting in a more accurate and fair way of evaluating someone's 
reputation. 

As per claim 2, Zacharia et al teaches (D) accessing one or more second ratings provided 
for the first entity, each second rating provided by and associated entity, wherein act (C) further 
comprises: (2) combining second ratings with the first rating (page 4, equation 1, t represents the 
number of ratings received, the equation represents the summation of ratings received as t goes 
from 1 to t). 

As per claim 3, Zacharia et al teaches (a) calculating an average of the first and second 
ratings (page 4, equation 1, the summation of the weighted ratings is divided by the variable 0 
and used as an averaging function, also see figure 1, 9 represents the number of raters). 
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As per claim 6, teaches (E) determining a damping factor as a negative function of the 
initial ratee reputation signal (p4, column 1, equation 1 - damping function=$(R)), wherein (C) 
comprises: (3) determining a ratee reputation modification to be applied to the initial ratee 
reputation signal based on the first rating signal, the first rater reputation signal and the damping 
factor, and wherein (C)(1) comprises generating the ratee reputation adjustment from the ratee 
reputation modification (p4, equation 1 - the ratee reputation is modified (updated by 
multiplying the damping factor, the rater reputation and the rating and summing for each rating 
received). 

As per claims 11, 18, 19, and 22, these claims are directed to the system that generates 
the ratee reputation of claims 1. Therefore, the rejection appUed to claim 1 also applies to claim 
11. 

As per claim 12, it is the system that performs the method of claim 1. Therefore, the 
rejection applied to claim 1 also applied to claim 12. 

As per claim 13, 31, 32 and 35, it is the computer readable medium defining instructions 
to perform the method of claim 1. Therefore, the rejection applied to claim 1 also applied to 
claim 13. 

As per claim 14, 27 and 40, Zacharia et al teaches the first entity is a person (page 1, the 
reputation mechanisms are tested in an electronic transaction system such as Kasbah, where 
users list items for sale and a users rating is dependent on reputations). 

As per claim 15, 28 and 41, Zacharia et al teaches the first entity is an electronic agent 
(page 1, the reputation mechanisms are tested in an electronic transaction system such as Kasbah, 
where users can set up electronic agents). 



Application/Control Number: 09/7 10,011 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3623 

As per claim 16, 29 and 42, Zacharia et al teaches the rating is based on an exchange 
between the second entity and the first entity (page 1, the reputation mechanisms are used in 
systems such as Kasbah wherein users interact for the exchange of goods). 

As per claim 17, 30 and 43, Zacharia et al teaches (D) receiving a third rating of the first 
entity by a third entity; (E) accessing a second rater reputation representing a reputation of the 
third entity as a qualitative rate of other entities; and (F) updating the ratee reputation of the first 
entity, comprising combining the generated ratee reputation, the second rater reputation and the 
third rating (page 4, equation 1, t represents the number of ratings received, the equation 
represents the summation of ratings received as t goes fi-om 1 to t), 

5. Claims 8-10, 24-26 and 37-39 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Zacharia et al, in view of Moukas et al. 

As per claims 8, 24 and 37, Zacharia et al teaches all the limitation of claim 8 as applied 
to claim 1 above, but do not teach determining whether to transact with the first entity based on 
the determined ratee reputation of the first entity. Moukas et al teaches a selling agent that 
knows what expertise an entity has and can compare different entities offering the expertise. 
Moukas et al specifically uses the reputation of the entity to decide whether to transact with the 
entity (pi 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the reputation generating method of Zacharia et al with the Moukas et al 
method of determining whether to transact with an entity to make, for example, an online 
shopping experience more efficient, realistic and trustworthy as suggested by Moukas et al. 
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As per claim 9, 25 and 38, Zacharia et al teaches all the limitations of claim 9 as appUed 
to claim 1 above, but do not teach determining a price to pay for a good or service offered by the 
first entity based on the determined ratee reputation of the first entity. Moukas et al teaches a 
selling agent that knows what expertise an entity has and can compare different entities offering 
the expertise. Moukas et al specifically teaches the reputation of the entity being a significant 
factor of the price level negotiation (pi 4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to combine the reputation generating method of Zacharia et al 
with the Moukas et al method of determining a price to pay for a good or service offered by the 
first entity based on the determined ratee reputation to make, for example, an online shopping 
experience more efficient, realistic and trustworthy as suggested by Moukas et al. 

As per claim 10, 26 and 39, Zacharia et al teaches all the limitations of claim 10 as 
applied to claim 1 above, but do not teach determining a price to pay for insuring a quality of a 
good or service offered by the first entity based on the determined ratee reputation of the first 
entity. Moukas et al teaches a selling agent that knows what expertise an entity has and can 
compare different entities offering the expertise. Moukas et al specifically teaches the reputation 
of the entity being a factor of merchant differentiation in retail sales negotiation (pi 2 - Tete-a- 
Tete). Moukas et al teaches a negotiation system that provides way for merchants to differentiate 
themselves in product and service attributes such as warranty length and options, service 
contracts, payment options, etc (pl2 - Tete-a-Tete), all of which are elements of insuring quality 
of a product. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to combine the reputation generating method of Zacharia et al with the Moukas et al 
method of determining a price to pay for a good or service offered by the first enfity based on the 
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determined ratee reputation to make, for example, an online shopping experience more efficient, 
realistic and trustworthy as suggested by Moukas et al. 



Allowable Subject Matter 
6. Claims 4, 5, 7, 20, 21, 23, 33, 34 and 36 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form including all of the 
limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. The following is a statement of reasons 
for the indication of allowable subject matter: The cited prior art taken alone or in combination 
fails to teach the claimed invention set forth in claims 4, 5, 7, 20, 21, 23, 33, 34 and 36. 
Specifically, the invention set forth in these claims is directed to a method, system and computer 
program product for weighting ratings and calculating a weighted average, generating a ratee 
reputation adjustment and adding it to the initial ratee reputation and determining an expected 
rating and subtracting it from the first rating so that if the difference is positive, the reputation 
increases. The closes prior art, Zacharia, "Collaborative Reputation Mechanisms in Electronic 
Marketplaces", teaches a reputation mechanism but fails to include the specific calculations for 
weighted average, and also fails to include generating a reputation adjustment from the first 
rating and initial rater reputation and also, subtracting the expected rating from the first rating to 
produce a difference wherein if the difference is positive, then the adjustment is positive and the 
reputation increases. Zacharia specifically fails to teach how the reputation adjustment affects 
the ratee reputation. 
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Conclusion 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Johnna R Stimpak whose telephone number is 703-305-4566. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5 :30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 703-305-9643. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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